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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1. Claims 1-9, 11-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Lyons et al (US 5,839,096) . 

As to claims 1,11, Lyons teaches an RF testing method of an electronic device 
in conjunction with production of the electronic devices, the method comprising: 
measuring at least one RF property of the electronic device under test using at least 
one sensor outputting at least one measurement signal (see fig. 1, number 15, col. 6, 
lines 28-67, col. 7, lines 1-20), performing comparison between the at least one 
measurement signal and at least one corresponding reference signal (see fig. 1, 
number 17, col. 6, lines 28-67, col. 7, lines 1-20), and determining defectiveness of the 
electronic device (see fig. 1, number 21, col. 6, lines 28-67, col. 7, lines 1-20) based on 
the comparison. 

As to claims 2, 12, Lyons further teaches comprising changing the states of the 
electronic device sequentially (see col. 15, lines 1-35), and performing comparison 
between the at least one measurement signal and the at least one corresponding 
reference signal related to the sequences of the states of the electronic device (see col. 
15, lines 1-35). 
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As to claims 3, 13, Lyons further teaches comprising performing comparison 
between at least one measurement signal and at least one corresponding reference 
signal representing an electronic device without defects, the comparison measuring 
similarity between the compared signals, determining the defectiveness of the electronic 
device as acceptable, if the similarity is higher than a predetermined threshold (see col. 
15, lines 1-35), and determining the defectiveness of the electronic device as 
unacceptable, if the similarity is the same as the predetermined threshold or lower than 
the predetermined threshold (see col. 15, lines 1-35). 

As to claims 4, 14, Lyons further teaches comprising forming a comparison factor 
measuring similarity between the compared signals in the comparison, determining the 
defectiveness of the electronic device as acceptable, if the comparison factor has a 
higher value than a predetermined threshold value (see col. 16, lines 42-67), and 
determining the defectiveness of the electronic device as unacceptable, if the 
comparison factor has the same value as a predetermined value or a lower value than 
the predetermined threshold value (see col. 16, lines 42-67). 

As to claims 5, 15, Lyons further comprising performing comparison between the 
at least one measurement signal and at least one corresponding reference signal 
representing an electronic device with at least one defect, the comparison measuring 
similarity between the compared signals, determining the defectiveness of the electronic 
device as unacceptable, if the similarity is the same as a predetermined threshold or 
higher than the predetermined threshold (see col. 17, lines 53-67, col. 18, lines 1-13), 
and determining the defectiveness of the electronic device as acceptable, if the 
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similarity is lower than the predetermined threshold (see col. 17, lines 53-67, col. 18, 
lines 1-13). 

As to claims 6, 16, Lyons further teaches comprising forming a comparison factor 
measuring similarity between the compared signals in the comparison, determining the 
defectiveness of the electronic device as unacceptable, if the comparison factor has the 
same value as a predetermined threshold value or a higher value than the 
predetermined threshold value (see col. 17, lines 53-67, col. 18, lines 1-13), and 
determining the defectiveness of the electronic device as acceptable, if the comparison 
factor has a lower value than the predetermined threshold value (see col. 17, lines 53- 
67, col. 18, lines 1-13). 

As to claims 7, 17, Lyons further teaches comprising using a reference signal 
representing an electronic device with at least one known defect (see col. 17, lines 53- 
67, col. 18, lines 1-13), and determining the type of defect in the electronic device 
according to the at least one known defect (see col. 17, lines 53-67, col. 18, lines 1-13). 

As to claims 8, 18, Lyons further teaches comprising comparing at least two 
measurement signals for determining defectiveness of the electronic device (see col. 
17, lines 53-67, col. 18, lines 1-13). 

As to claims 9, 19, Lyons further teaches comprising at least one measurement 
of the following: measuring audio, measuring analog signaling or digital signaling (col. 6, 
lines 28-67, col. 7, lines 1-20), the measurement performed by at least one sensor 
outputting at least one measurement signal (col. 6, lines 28-67, col. 7, lines 1-20), 
performing comparison between the at least one measurement signal and at least one 
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corresponding reference signal, and determining defectiveness of the electronic device 
based on the comparison (col. 6, lines 28-67, col. 7, lines 1-20). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 10. 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lyons et al (US 5.839,096) in view of De Obaldia et al (US 2004/0148121) . 

As to claims 10, 20, Lyons teaches an RF testing method comprising: measuring 
at least one RF property of the mobile phone under test using at least one sensor 
outputting at least one measurement signal (see fig. 1, number 15, col. 6, lines 28-67, 
col. 7, lines 1-20), performing comparison between the at least one measurement signal 
and at least one corresponding reference signal (see fig. 1, number 17, col. 6, lines 28- 
67, col. 7, lines 1-20), and determining defectiveness of the mobile phone based on the 
comparison (see fig. 1, number 21, col. 6, lines 28-67, col. 7, lines 1-20). Lyons fails to 
teach wherein the testing method is in conjunction with the mobile phone. De teaches 
wherein the testing method is in conjunction with the mobile phone (see paragraph 
0012). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the teaching of De into the system of Lyons in 
order to accommodate the frequency range to be tested (as suggested by De see 
paragraph 0012). 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Henrikson (US 6,940,263) teaches testing transceiver. 

Kanago et al (US 6,587,671) teaches RF test with concurrent measurement 
architecture. 

Chappell et al (US 5,585,842) teaches CATV frequency sweep testing using RF 
transmitter to generate test signal. 

Salmon (US 2004/0176924) teaches apparatus and method for testing electronic 
system. 

Kobayashi et al (US 5,442,81 1) teaches loop testable radio transmitter/ receiver. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nhan T. Le whose telephone number is 571-272-7892. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 08:00-05:00 (Mon-Fri). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Urban can be reached on 571-272-7899. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





Nhan Le 
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